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:AUNY BROCKPORT 
~ College Senate . 
State University of New York College at Brockport 
350 New Campus Drive 
Brockport, NY 14420-2925 
~ 5) 395-2586 (Fax) 395-2246 
TO: Dr. John R. Halstead, College President 
FROM: The College Senate: Nove1uber 12, 2007 
RE: 
SUBJ: 
----+ I. Formal Resolution (Act oJDetmnination} 
II. Recommendation (Urging the Fitness of) 
III. Other, For Your Information (Notice, Request, Report, etc.) 
Externa/Peer~ 
Signed: _ 5< 
T. Gibson &lph, 2007-2008 College Senate PreJidenl} 
Resolution # 04 
2007-2008 
COLLEGE SENATE 
New Resolution: Ii'.] 
Supersedes Res #: _ ____ _ 
COLLEGE SENATE 
SUNY College at Brockport 
JAN 2 3 2008 
350 New Campus Drive 
Brockport, NY 14420-2925 
--
Please fill out the bottom: portion attd f9llow die distribution instructions at the end of this page. 
TO: P. Gibson Ralph, The College Senate President 
FROM: John R. Halstead, College President 
1 : ~ I. Decision and Action Taken on Formal Resolution (circle choice) 
c::- C A~ pd_~cl::::> . . 
lmplementatton Effecttve Date: 
b. Deferred for discussion with the Faculty Senate on _ _ / __ / __ 
c. Unacceptable for the reasons cont.ained in the attached explanation 
11, III. Response to Recommendation or: Other/FYI 
a. Received and acknowledged _ _ / __ / __ 
b. Comment: ________ ___ _ ________ ________ _ 
Signed:~ Date: 1/r 1/08 
(D1: John R Halstead, President, SUNY College at Brockport) 
DISTRIBUTION 
PRESIDENT'S OFFICE COPIES: Provost, Vice Presidents, College Senate, Other: _.:...l ,f-~..a.1..,,(...c..,,p(6=8'----- - ---
PROVO ST & VICE PRESIDENT(S) COPIES: Assistant Provost, Dean(s), Academic Advisement, Registrar, 
Other: ___________________ _ 
DEAN(S) COPY: Department Chair(s), Od1er: ---------- - -,.- ---,-- -------- -
-~OLLEGE SENATE COPIES: Originator, College Senate Website, Other: -'-iBc...:.~_o-l/_o_? __ _,C4d(~------~ I I -z;-
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COLLEGE SENATE OFFICE 
RESOLUTION PROPOSAL COVER PAGE 
Routing 
Number 
#48 05-06 FP 
ROUTING NUMBER TO BE ASSIGNED BY SENATE OFFICE 
 
DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSIONS:    FEBRUARY 23 
Proposals received after the deadline may not be reviewed until next semester. 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: 
• Submit proposals individually rather than packets with multiple documents. 
• Complete this cover page for each proposal (available online at www.brockport.edu/collegesenate) 
• Prepare proposal in Word format using committee guidelines (available online)  
• Submit proposal electronically with this cover page to senate@brockport.edu, facprez@brockport.edu  
• All updates must be resubmitted to the Senate office with an updated cover page, use routing number 
• Questions?  Call the Senate office at 395-2586 or the appropriate committee chairperson. 
 
1. PROPOSAL TITLE:  
Please be somewhat descriptive, for example, Graduate Probation/Dismissal Proposal  rather than Graduate Proposal. 
External Peer Review Policy 
 
 
 
2. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL: 
proposal to utilize external peer review in promotion and tenure decisions 
 
3. SUBMISSION & REVISION DATES: PLEASE DATE ALL UPDATED DOCUMENTS  
First Submission Updated on Updated on Updated on 
March 29, 2006  
 
April 26, 2006 5/8/06 – revision made 
at Senate meeting 
10/22/07 
 
4. SUBMITTED BY: (contact person) 
Name Department Phone Email 
Tim Flanagan 
 
Provost 2524 tflanaga@brockport.edu 
 
5. COMMITTEES TO COPY: (Senate office use only) 
Standing Committee Forwarded  To Date 
__ Enrollment Planning & Policies 
xxFaculty & Professional Staff Policies 
__General Education & Curriculum Policies 
__ Graduate Curriculum & Policies 
__ Student Policies 
__ Undergraduate Curriculum & Policies 
Committee Chair 
Executive Committee 
Senate Floor 
College President 
Other 
3/29/06, 5/22/06, 10/30/06*  
4/10/06, 9/23/06, 10/22/07 
4/17/06, 10/9/06, 10/29/07 
5/22/06 Returned to 
Committee   11/20/07 
 
*(ROUTING NUMBER WILL BE A CHRONOLOGICAL NUMBER SEQUENCE FOLLOWED BY COMMITTEE INITIALS) 
 
Proposal returned to committee on 5/22/06 by President Halstead. 
Proposal and proposed amendment #48 05-06 FP returned to committee on 10/30/06 by 
Senate. 
Proposal and Resolution returned to Executive Committee 10/22/07, Senate for review on 
10/29/07 & vote on 11/12/07, President Halstead for approval 11/20/07. 
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RESOLUTION REGARDING UNIVERSAL EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW 
(in response to #48 05-06 FP) 
 
 
 
WHEREAS the College Senate has confidence in the quality of the teaching faculty at the State University 
of New York College and Brockport, and 
 
WHEREAS the diverse disciplines at SUNY Brockport do not yield to a clear and equitable one-size-fits-
all implementation for external peer review, and 
 
WHEREAS the work considered in departmental advancement, promotion and tenure (APT) processes  
must include work that has been peer-reviewed prior to publication, and 
 
WHEREAS several departments have already considered external peer review for their APT processes, and 
 
WHEREAS the discussion of the proposed policy to require external peer review in all promotion and 
tenure positions has not yielded any compelling reason for universal implementation, and 
 
WHEREAS departments are best equipped to make decisions as to their unique information needs in APT 
decisions, 
 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the College Senate does not recommend universal external peer review 
at this time and rejects #48 05-06, and be it further 
 
RESOLVED that departments continue to consider external peer review among the tools to effectively evaluate 
candidates for advancement, promotion and tenure. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Approved by Executive Committee 10/22/07 
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Subject:  
Academic policy proposal for Senate consideration 
From:  
Tim Flanagan <flanagan@brockport.edu> 
Date:  
Mon, 06 Mar 2006 16:41:00 -0500 
To:  
mnoll@brockport.edu 
CC:  
mass mailing list of deans and directors <deans@list.brockport.edu> 
 
Dear Mark, 
  
Attached please find a Word file of a one-page proposal to utilize external peer review in promotion and tenure 
decisions. This proposal has been circulated, discussed and revised twice last semester in Provost Council, and 
has been discussed (and revised on the basis of these discussions) with the department chairs of each of the three 
Schools of the College. 
  
Deans Council recommends this policy for consideration by the College Senate. 
  
Please let me know if you have questions or need more information. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Timothy Flanagan 
  
____________________________________________ 
Timothy J. Flanagan, PhD 
Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs 
SUNY College at Brockport 
350 New Campus Drive 
Brockport NY 14420-2919 
585.395.2524 
585.395.2401 - fax 
email: flanagan@brockport.edu 
____________________________________________ 
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Summary comments of Faculty and Professional Staff Policies Committee to 
#48-05-06, External Peer Review Policy 
EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW OF SCHOLARLY AND CREATIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
IN THE TENURE AND PROMOTION PROCESS AT SUNY BROCKPORT 
 
DRAFT: 2-28-2006 
Submitted by Faculty and Professional Staff Policies Committee, 4/10/06 with suggested revisions in italics and underlined. 
Also some other  suggestions from Executive Committee are also incorporated as of 4/24/06. 
 
Rationale 
  
A. Peer review of research, scholarship and creative activity strengthens assessments of quality in academic 
personnel decisions.  
B. Peer review is consistent with norms of scholarly review in all disciplines.  
C. Peer assessments may also provide valuable information, insight and context to the APT Committee, 
Department Chair, Dean, and other campus decision-makers. 
Application 
1. Tenure track faculty hired–to–campus on/after August 1, 2007 
 
2. Required for promotion (to Associate Professor; to Professor) and in tenure decision cases provided that 
the departmental APT committee or the department chair or the candidate requests it. (amendment 
proposed at 5/8 Senate meeting by Georges Dicker)) 
 
3. Names of reviewers (at least two each) from: 
a. Candidate 
b. Department APT Committee   
     
4. Peer reviewers should be 
a. At/above rank sought 
b. No conflict of interest (e.g., mentor, co-author) 
 
5. Departmental Chair in consultation with the School Dean selects/solicits at least two consultants (may 
use third if needed) from names recommended by Candidate and APT Committee.  The candidate’s 
should be given the name, background/qualifications of potential reviewers by departmental chairs 
prior to the reviewers being selected. 
           
6. Deans Office provides reviewers with: 
a. C.V. 
b. Copies of selected, representative articles, books, electronic publications, etc. 
c. Information re: teaching load during probationary period (number of course sections, enrollment, 
independent study, Master’s thesis supervision, Honors thesis supervision, Directed Study, advisee 
load). 
d. Departmental APT document. 
 
7. Focus of review: scholarly and creative activity only (does not include teaching, service). 
 
8. Criteria: contributions to discipline; standing in field, tenure/promotion status in relation to scholarly 
expectations at SUNY Brockport.  
 
9. Disclosure: Article 31 of UUP Agreement. 
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PROPOSED AMMENDMENT TO 
#48 05-06 FP  
EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW OF SCHOLARLY AND CREATIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS IN THE 
TENURE AND PROMOTION PROCESS AT SUNY BROCKPORT 
10/24/06 
 
Submitted by Chris Norment and Steve Ullman, October 24, 2006; proposed changes are in red.  
 
Rationale 
  
D. Peer review of research, scholarship and creative activity strengthens assessments of quality in academic personnel 
decisions.  
E. Peer review is consistent with norms of scholarly review in all disciplines.  
F. Peer assessments may also provide valuable information, insight and context to the APT Committee, Department Chair, 
Dean, and other campus decision-makers. 
 
Application 
 
10. Tenure track faculty hired–to–campus on/after August 1, 2007 
 
11. Required for promotion to Professor only.  
 
12. Names of potential reviewers (at least three) from the Department APT Committee.       
13. Peer reviewers should have no conflict of interest (e.g., mentor, co-author).  
 
14. Departmental Chair in consultation with the School Dean selects/solicits at least two consultants (may 
use third if needed) from names recommended by Candidate and APT Committee.  The candidates 
should be given the name, background/qualifications of potential reviewers by departmental chairs 
prior to the reviewers being selected. 
           
15. Deans Office provides reviewers with: 
a. C.V. 
b. Copies of selected, representative articles, books, electronic publications, etc. 
c. Information re: teaching load (number of course sections, enrollment, independent study, Master’s 
thesis supervision, Honors thesis supervision, Directed Study, advisee load). 
d. Departmental APT document. 
 
16. Focus of review: scholarly and creative activity, and contributions to discipline only. However, 
reviewers should consider teaching and service expectations at SUNY Brockport into account when 
evaluating scholarly and creative activity.  
 
17. Disclosure: Article 31 of UUP Agreement. 
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Senate Executive Committee queries  
RE:  PEER REVIEW PROPOSAL 
 Provided by Provost in response to questions from Executive Committee 4/24/06 
 
1. Why is this policy being proposed at this time? 
 
To answer this question, I would point to the Rationale, included as part of the proposal, which has guided 
discussion of this proposal since Fall 2005. The rationale is based in the fundamental role that peer review plays 
in decision making in academia. In addition, discussion of peer review as a component of academic personnel 
decisions was also introduced as part of the Mission Review II discussion between SUNY system administration 
and all of the Comprehensive Colleges in Spring 2005. Several of our sister institutions within SUNY use some 
form of peer review in academic personnel decisions.  
 
• At Geneseo, external review can be requested by any level of the review process (department, college, 
provost) and is most commonly used in promotion to Full professor. 
• New Paltz uses ‘objective’ external reviews; two are required, but most departments use three reviewers. 
(By the way, the Provost of New Paltz was formerly in CUNY, where six reviewers are standard 
practice!) 
• Oneonta requires three external reviews. 
• Purchase requires three external letters for all promotion and tenure cases. 
• Buffalo State is reviewing this matter, but currently requires that “the significance of the person’s 
accomplishment is attested to by peers and reputable figures in the field away from campus” in 
promotion to Full professor. 
 
2. Is this being done to bolster the APT documents of some departments? 
 
No, the review of criteria for academic personnel decisions embodied in departmental APT documents is 
unrelated to this proposal. Should the Senate recommend some version of the Peer Review proposal, the 
protocol for identifying, soliciting, securing, and incorporating peer reviews in departmental APT documents 
would have to be appended to existing APT documents. 
 
3. What percent rate would be applied to the results of the external review in promotion/tenure decisions? 
 
External peer reviews are evidence to be evaluated by colleagues in departments. I would strongly oppose any 
administratively-directed “weighting” of such evidence. I have great confidence in the decision making of our 
departmental APT committees, department chairs, and departmental faculty, so I am confident that departments 
would use this information wisely and fairly, in the context of the entire dossier being examined. 
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#48 05-06 FP External Review Policy 
Received October 18, 2006 by the College Senate Office 
Subject Re: External Review Proposal  
From jford@brockport.edu  
Date Tuesday, October 17, 2006 11:32 am 
To senate@brockport.edu  
Cc 
Alex Alexandrov <ialexand@brockport.edu> , Alisia Burnes-Chase <achase@brockport.edu> , Arthur Graham 
<agraham@brockport.edu> , Barb Mitrano <bmitrano@brockport.edu> , Barbara LeSavoy 
<blesavoy@brockport.edu> , Brian Dickinson <bdickins@brockport.edu> , Christopher Alonzo 
<calonzo@brockport.edu> , Christopher Norment <cnorment@brockport.edu> , Clyde Morgan 
<cmorgan@brockport.edu> , Colleen Donaldson <cdonalds@brockport.edu> , Davida Bloom 
<dbloom@brockport.edu> , "Dawn M. Jones" <djones@brockport.edu> , Debra Ames <dames@brockport.edu> , 
Douglas Feldman <dfeldman@brockport.edu> , Eric Monier <emonier@brockport.edu> , Errico Mannoni 
<eman0330@brockport.edu> , Esther Marion <emarion@brockport.edu> , Gail Arem <garem@brockport.edu> , Gary 
Owens <gowens@brockport.edu> , Georges Dicker <gdicker@brockport.edu> , Gordon Barnes 
<gbarnes@brockport.edu> , Herma Volpe-van Dijk <hvolpeva@brockport.edu> , Howard Skogman 
<hskogman@brockport.edu> , Iskra Alex Alexandrov <ialexand@brockport.edu> , James Cordeiro 
<jcordeir@brockport.edu> , James Fatula <jfatula@brockport.edu> , James Ross <jross@brockport.edu> , James 
Tobin <jtobin46@aol.com> , Jane Romal <jromal@brockport.edu> , Jason Dauenhauer 
<jdauenha@brockport.edu> , Jeanne Grinnan <jgrinnan@brockport.edu> , Jeff Lashbrook 
<facprez@brockport.edu> , Jennifer Lloyd <jlloyd@brockport.edu> , Jim Georger <jgeorger@brockport.edu> , Joan 
Lucas <jlucas@brockport.edu> , John Cushman <jcushman@brockport.edu> , Jonathan Perkins 
<jperkins@brockport.edu> , Joseph Balog <jbalog@brockport.edu> , Joseph Hoff <jhoffefact@aol.com> , Judy 
Massare <jmassare@brockport.edu> , Justin Rogers <jrogers@brockport.edu> , Kenneth OBrien 
<transart@brockport.edu> , Kim Cattat <kcattat@brockport.edu> , Kristen Adduci <kadduci@brockport.edu> , Laura 
Buckner <lbuckner@brockport.edu> , Laurie Freeman <lfreeman@brockport.edu> , Leigh Little 
<llittle@brockport.edu> , Linda Hacker <lhacker@brockport.edu> , Linda Kent <lkent@brockport.edu> , Lori-Ann 
Forzano <lforzano@brockport.edu> , Lynae Sakshaug <lsakshau@brockport.edu> , Margaret Blackman 
<mblackma@brockport.edu> , Mark Heitz <mheitz@brockport.edu> , Mark Noll <mnoll@brockport.edu> , Mary Ann 
Giglio <mgiglio@brockport.edu> , MaryJo Schlecht <mschlech@brockport.edu> , Matt Vanderwerf 
<mvanderw@brockport.edu> , Melanie Jones <mjones@brockport.edu> , Moira Fallon <mfallon@brockport.edu> , 
Nancy Iafrati <niafrati@brockport.edu> , Nick Mascari <nmascari@brockport.edu> , "P. Gibson Ralph" 
<pralph@brockport.edu> , Paul Moyer <pmoyer@brockport.edu> , Peter Dowe <pdowe@brockport.edu> , 
Pierangela Veneziani <pvenezia@brockport.edu> , Priya Banerjee <pbanerje@brockport.edu> , Rick Kincaid 
<rkincaid@brockport.edu> , Rob Heywood <rheywood@brockport.edu> , Robert Tuzun <rtuzun@brockport.edu> , 
Sandra Meade <smeade@brockport.edu> , Stasia Molyneux <smolyneu@brockport.edu> , Steve Lewis 
<slewis@brockport.edu> , Steve Ullman <sullman@brockport.edu> , Sue Novinger <snovinge@brockport.edu> , 
Susan Seem <sseem@brockport.edu> , "T.M. Rao" <trao@brockport.edu> , Terry Trumpowski 
<ttrumpow@brockport.edu> , Tom Bonner <tbonner@brockport.edu> , Tom Hernandez <thernand@brockport.edu> , 
Warren Kozireski <wkozires@brockport.edu> , Wendy Meyer-Wilson <wmeyer@brockport.edu> , Whitney Autin 
<dirtguy@esc.brockport.edu> , Kathy Groves <kgroves@brockport.edu> , Sheila Strong <sstrong@brockport.edu> , 
Claire VanDenBerghe <cvandenb@brockport.edu> , Lou Spiro <lspiro@brockport.edu> , Michael Fox 
<mfox@brockport.edu> , Roxanne Johnston <rjohnsto@brockport.edu> , Scott Atkinson <satkinso@brockport.edu> , 
Jill Campbell <jcampbel@brockport.edu> , Rhonda Devan <rdevan@brockport.edu> , Thomas Dreyer 
<tdreyer@brockport.edu> , Christine Murray <cmurray@brockport.edu> , Frank Short <fshort@brockport.edu> , 
Frank Wojcik <fwojcik@brockport.edu> , Stuart Appelle <sappelle@brockport.edu> , Susan Stites-Doe 
<sstites@brockport.edu> , BSG President <bsgpres@brockport.edu> , BSG VP <bsgvp@brockport.edu> , Rebecca 
Bird <rbird@brockport.edu> , Stylus Newspaper <stylus@brockport.edu> , Linda Hartmann 
<lhartman@brockport.edu> , Barbara Thaine <bthaine@brockport.edu> , Cynthia Krautwurst 
<ckrautwu@brockport.edu> , Deborah Dilker <ddilker@brockport.edu> , "Glazier, Robin" <rglazier@brockport.edu> , 
Sandra Mullin <smullin@brockport.edu> , Connie Graves <cgraves@brockport.edu> , Debbie Lamphron 
<dlamphro@brockport.edu> , Joani Martin <jmartin@brockport.edu> , Ruth LeVesque <rlevesqu@brockport.edu> , 
Victoria Elsenheimer <velsenhe@brockport.edu>  
  
Attachments Fox Excerpt.doc 26K 
 
Dear Senators 
As requested at the last College Senate meeting (October 9), I have gathered together 
various arguments put forth by the members of the Faculty & Professional Staff Policies 
Committee regarding Proposal #48 05-06 FP External Review Policy.  Additionally, I am 
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► -----
also attaching text from an email I sent to committee members regarding comments 
made by Interim Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs, Michael Fox, to the 
Executive Committee.  
 
The following comments were raised in opposition to the proposal: 
• Rationale statements A and B are already incorporated into the APT process, and there 
is no justification of need for the incorporation of statement C.  Question posed of 
whether anyone cited a problem with the current policy.  If not, why are we considering 
a 'fix'. 
• Application statement 2 provides for a department chair, an APT Committee Chair, or a 
candidate to request external review.  Question: Who arbitrates if there is a dispute as 
to the necessity of an external review?  There was a concern that there was nothing in 
the policy document to deal with such a potential conflict of opinion. 
• In general, APT decisions at SUNY Brockport are heavily weighted towards 
demonstration of successful development as a teacher.  The question was posed as to 
why research needs an external review when it is essentially a minority issue in APT 
decision processes, but evaluation of teaching is assessed internally? 
• Question was raised about the definition or discussion of costs the Administration will 
incur by implementing this policy.  The point was that even though the overall costs are 
likely to be modest, it appears to be an additional layer of bureaucracy, and it was 
argued that the procedure would likely waste time and money instead of improving the 
APT process. 
• The process of external review and evaluation can already be implemented by 
Departments if they deem necessary.  It was questioned as to whether the proposal 
represented a significant improvement on existing departmental APT processes.  
 
In support of the proposal, the following comments were offered: 
• Point was raised that there may not be enough Full Professors to adequately judge the 
work of Associate Professors seeking promotion.   
• It was suggested that this process should also be opened to current staff, but only if 
the “reviewee requests to use this process.”  Furthermore, it was suggested that “the 
resistance to this process we saw within the senate was merely the fear of something 
new.” 
• It was argued (without further elaboration) that this provision, in appropriate cases, 
should make the process of gaining tenure more fair.  
• It was argued (without further elaboration) that there should be mandatory external 
review of scholarship for all significant personnel decisions 
 
Others were in favor of the idea of external review, but not the proposal: 
• There are no real guidelines for what the reviewer is expected to do.  It's entirely 
appropriate to ask the reviewer to evaluate our scholarship.  Asking them to evaluate 
whether it meets Brockport's (or the department's) standards is trickier.  And asking 
them to do it in the context of everything else we do (as implied in #6c) -- in essence, to 
handicap us -- seems like an unreasonable request, especially if reviewers are not at 
institutions similar to Brockport. 
• We shouldn't create a two-track system, in which some faculty are externally reviewed 
and others are not.  If reviews are done, fine.  But they should be done for everyone.  
My understanding from the  Senate meetings last spring is that some departments 
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already have an external review mechanism in place, so in effect we already may have a 
two-track system.  Writing it into policy, however, strikes me as a mistake.    
 
Best,  
 
 
 
 
Julie M. Ford 
 
Associate Professor 
Department of Sociology 
SUNY College at Brockport 
Brockport, NY  14420 
585-395-5656 
 
 
Fox Excerpt.doc 
The following is an excerpt from email to Faculty & Professional Staff Policies Committee regarding Proposal 
#48 05-06 FP External Review Policy dealing with comments made by Interim Provost and Vice President for 
Academic Affairs, Michael Fox, to the Executive Committee. 
 
First, as has been mentioned by others, currently some departments do require an external peer review 
(although most do not).  His point was that there is no prohibition on requesting an external review (this 
policy can be detailed in a department’s APT document).  Fox then asked the question of whether it was 
fair that some departments had this requirement while others did not. 
 
Second point Fox raised had to do with the wording change we are currently charged with considering. 
 Fox was very concerned that this addition could open up an opportunity for charges of inequality.  That 
is, a department (or chair) could hypothetically request an external review for one candidate, but not 
another.  One question I have is that if the suggested rewording was further amended to drop the clause 
“at the request of the department or chair,” and what was left was the only “at the request of the 
individual,” then what teeth does the document have?  An individual can request an external review, but 
this doesn’t mean a department will necessarily accord it any weight.  And again, there is currently no 
prohibition against doing this now. 
 
Thirdly, Fox wondered that given that the assumed purpose of proposing an external review was to 
assure quality, shouldn’t the requirement (if there is one) only be for senior faculty, since movement 
from Associate to Full is (or award of DSI, should be), by definition, based on a level of work that has 
“achieved or is moving to national recognition?”  That is, don’t they need someone from outside the 
institution to evaluate the level of “national recognition?” 
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